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-- Tb MAILING DATE of this communication app ars on tho cover sheot with tho correspond nee address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- tf the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- tf NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )I3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 17 July 2003 . 

2a)l3 This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3)n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal nnatters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under £xpa/te Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

A)M Claim(s) 1-13 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IE Claim(s) 1-13 is/are reiected. 

Claim{s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) n The drawing(s) filed on is/are: aD accepted or b)\3 objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

11) 0 The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)n approved b)n disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) n The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 1 20 

^3)M Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (0- 
sMAW b)\J Some*c)n None of: 

1 M Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (POT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) n Acl^nowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 

Attachment(s) 

1 ) M Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s). . 

2) d Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) d Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) [H Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 6) C] Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on July 17, 2003 has been entered and acknowledged by 
the Examiner. Claims 1-13 have been amended and claims 14-18 have been cancelled. 

Examiner's Notes 

2. In claim 1, line 12, the words "with in" should be amended to be one word, 
"within". 

in claim 9, line 4 the word "thinkness" should be amended to read "thickness". 



3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The claim recites the limitation "projection platform" in line 8. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 



Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
2. Claims 1, 2, 6-7, 9 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson (3,555,335) (of record) in view of Komoto et al. (6,340,824) 
(of record). 

Regarding claim 1, Johnson discloses a light-emitting device comprising a base 
substrate with a cavity to form a reflective cup (Figure 5, striped element), a projecting 
platform (31 ) at the base of the cavity, and a light emitter (30) mounted on the projecting 
platform. 

Though Johnson discloses a color filter incorporated into the casting resin of the 
device to achieve a desired optical effect, it lacks explicit disclosure of a coating 
material applied over the light emitter. 

It is well known in the art to provide a coating of dye or phosphor over a light 
emitter to achieve a desired optical effect. 

Regarding claim 1 , Komoto teaches a coating material formed over a light 
emitter, where the coating is evenly settled on and around the light emitter within the 
cavity (Figure 106, element FL), where evenly is interpreted as meaning equidistantly or 
with the same thickness throughout and coating is interpreted as meaning a thin layer 
covering something. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitter of Johnson with a coating layer formed evenly 
over the light emitter, as taught by Komoto, to modify the light emitted to achieve a 
uniform lighting effect. 
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Regarding claim 2, Johnson discloses a projecting platform formed as an integral 
part of the base substrate (see Figure 5, element 31 and surrounding striped element). 

Regarding claim 6, Johnson discloses a reflective cup (Figure 5, striped element) 
providing reflection of light emitted by the light emitter (column 3, lines 39-44). 

Regarding claim 7, Johnson discloses a cavity having a sloping wall (33, 34 or 
35) of a frusto-conical form surrounding the projecting platform, where the sloping wall 
(column 3, lines 39-44) and the platform (column 3, lines 65-68) are coated with a 
reflective material. The sloping wall is interpreted as being frusto-conical because each 
section of the wall (34, 35) is formed as a shape of section of an inverted cone. Since 
the structure of Figure 5 is integral the platform must be considered part of the reflector. 

Regarding claim 9, Johnson lacks disclosure of a coating covering the light 
emitter, as discussed above. 

Komoto teaches a coating formed at a constant thickness over a light emitter 
(Figure 106, element FL). 

Therefore regarding claim 9, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify the light emitter disposed on the platform of 
Johnson to have a coating formed uniformly over the emitter, as taught by Komoto, in 
order to achieve a uniform light effect. In such an arrangement the platform would allow 
the coating material to remain constant over the entire surface and sides of the emitter 
because it would provide the upward force which is provided by the cup in Komoto, 
which has a coating material of a constant thickness on the emitter but no platform. 

Regarding claim 13, the light emitter is an LED (column 1, lines 3-4). 
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3. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
(3,555,335) (of record) in view of Komoto et al. (6,340,824) (of record), as applied to 
claims 1 , 2, 6-7, 9 and 1 3 above, and further in view of Merg (5,01 9,746). 

Johnson discloses a device with all the limitations discussed above, including a 
reflective cup, but lacks disclosure of a coating applied over the light-emitting device or 
of the reflective material coated onto the cup. 

Komoto teaches a coating applied over the light-emitter, but also lacks disclosure 
of a reflective material. 

Merg teaches a cup for supporting a light emitter having a silver coating, the 
silver increasing the reflectance of the cup (column 3, lines 34-35). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitter of Johnson with a fluorescent coating layer 
formed evenly over the light emitter, as taught by Komoto, in order to achieve a uniform 
lighting effect, and to further modify the reflective cup of Johnson with a silver coating to 
provide a highly-reflective layer, as taught by Merg. 

4. Claims 1 0 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Johnson (3,555,335) (of record) in view of Komoto et al. (6,340,824) (of record) as 
applied to claims 1, 2, 6-7, 9 and 13 above, and further in view of Vriens et al. 
(5,813,753). 

Johnson discloses a device with all the limitations discussed above, but lacks 
disclosure of a coating applied over the light-emitting device. 



o 

Application/Control Number: 09/924,653 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2879 

Komoto teaches a coating applied over the light-emitter (Figure 106, element 
FL), that coating comprising a phosphor (column 15, line 46) that absorbs light of a 
wavelength emitted by the light emitter and reemits light of a different wavelength 
(column 15, lines 42-47). The phosphor is dispersed in a solvent or coating material 
(column 49, lines 6-9). 

Komoto lacks explicit disclosure of the material used as the solvent or coating 
material. 

Vriens teaches a fluorescent material dispersed in an adhesive material made of 
epoxy (column 3, lines 32-34) in order to provide a material that will hold the fluorescent 
material and also be transparent. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitter of Johnson with a fluorescent coating layer 
formed evenly over the light emitter, as taught by Komoto, in order to achieve a uniform 
lighting effect, and to further modify the coating layer to include an adhesive such as 
epoxy in order to secure the fluorescent material while providing a transparent layer, as 
taught by Vriens. 

5. Claims 1, 3-6, 9 and 12-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP 62-235787 (of record) in view of Komoto et al. (6,340,824) (of 
record). 

Regarding claim 1 , JP 62-235787 discloses a light-emitting device comprising a 
base substrate (Figure 1, element 24) with a cavity to form a reflective cup, a projecting 
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platform (36) at the base of the cavity, and a light emitter (25) mounted on the projecting 
platform. 

Regarding claim 1 , JP 62-235787 lacks disclosure of a coating material applied 
over the light emitter. 

It is well known in the art to provide a coating of dye or phosphor over a light 
emitter to achieve a desired optical effect. 

Regarding claim 1, Komoto teaches a coating material formed over a light 
emitter, where the coating is evenly settled on and around the light emitter within the 
cavity (Figure 106, element FL), where evenly is interpreted as meaning equidistantly or 
with the same thickness throughout and coating is interpreted as meaning a thin layer 
covering something. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitter of JP 62-235787 with a coating layer formed 
evenly over the light emitter, as taught by Komoto, to modify the light emitted to achieve 
a uniform lighting effect. 

Regarding claim 3, the projecting platform disclosed in JP 62-235787 is a 
discrete component, attachable to the base substrate (Abstract Constitution lines 1-5). 

Regarding claim 4, the projecting platform and the base substrate disclosed in JP 
62-235787 are made of different materials (Abstract Constitution lines 1-5). 

Regarding claim 5, the base substrate disclosed in JP 62-235787 comprises a 
metal (Abstract Constitution line 1) and the projecting platform comprises a material 
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able to efficiently dissipate heat generated by the light emitter (Abstract Purpose lines 3- 
6). 

Regarding claim 6, JP 62-235787 discloses a reflective cup (34) to provide 
reflection of light emitted by the light emitter (Abstract Constitution lines 11-13). 

Regarding claim 9, JP 62-235787 lacks disclosure of a coating covering the light 
emitter, as discussed above. 

Komoto teaches a coating formed at a constant thickness over a light emitter 
(Figure 106, element FL). 

Therefore regarding claim 9, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify the light emitter disposed on the platform of 
JP 62-235787 to have a coating formed uniformly over the emitter, as taught by 
Komoto, in order to achieve a uniform light effect. In such an arrangement the platform 
would allow the coating material to remain constant over the entire surface and sides of 
the emitter because it would provide the upward force which is provided by the cup in 
Komoto, which has a coating material of a constant thickness on the emitter but no 
platform. 

Regarding claim 12, a lens (32) disclosed in JP 62-235787 to focus the emitted 
light is formed above the light emitter. The coating material as taught by Komoto is 
formed directly over the light emitter and therefore the lens disclosed in JP 62-235787 
would be positioned over the coating material. 

Regarding claim 13, the light emitter disclosed in JP 62-235787 is an LED 
(Abstract Constitution line 12). 
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6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over JP 62- 
235787 (of record) in view of Komoto et al. (6,340,824) (of record), as applied to claims 
1, 3-6, 9 and 13 above, and further in view of Merg (5,019,746). 

JP 62-235787 discloses a device with all the limitations discussed above, 
including a reflective cup (Abstract Constitution lines 11-13), but lacks disclosure of a 
coating applied over the light-emitting device or of the reflective material coated onto the 
cup. 

Komoto teaches a coating applied over the light-emitter, but also lacks disclosure 
of a reflective material. 

Merg teaches a cup for supporting a light emitter having a silver coating, the 
silver increasing the reflectance of the cup (column 3, lines 34-35). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitter of JP 62-235787 with a fluorescent coating 
layer formed evenly over the light emitter, as taught by Komoto, in order to achieve a 
uniform lighting effect, and to further modify the reflective cup of JP 62-235787 with a 
silver coating to provide a highly-reflective layer, as taught by Merg. 

7. Claims 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over JP 62-235787 (of record) in view of Komoto et al. (6,340,824) (of record) as 
applied to claims 1, 3-6, 9 and 13 above, and further in view of Vriens et al. (5,813,753). 

JP 62-235787 discloses a device with all the limitations discussed above, but 
lacks disclosure of a coating applied over the light-emitting device. 
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Komoto teaches a coating applied over the light-ennitter (Figure 106, element 
FL), that coating comprising a phosphor (column 15, line 46) that absorbs light of a 
wavelength emitted by the light emitter and reemits light of a different wavelength 
(column 15, lines 42-47). The phosphor is dispersed in a solvent or coating material 
(column 49, lines 6-9). 

Komoto lacks explicit disclosure of the material used as the solvent or coating 
material. 

Vhens teaches a fluorescent material dispersed in an adhesive material made of 
epoxy (column 3, lines 32-34) in order to provide a material that will hold the fluorescent 
material and also be transparent. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitter of JP 62-235787 with a fluorescent coating 
layer formed evenly over the light emitter, as taught by Komoto, in order to achieve a 
uniform lighting effect, and to further modify the coating layer to include an adhesive 
such as epoxy in order to secure the fluorescent material while providing a transparent 
layer, as taught by Vriens. 



Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed on July 17, 2003 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 
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The applicant has argued that claims 1 -1 3 are allowable over the prior art of 
record because none of the references disclose, teach or suggest a light emitter with a 
coating formed over it (page 7). 

The Examiner disagrees, and refers the applicant to the Komoto reference which 
discloses a fluorescent coating (FL) formed on a light emitter in many figures in the 
reference, particularly Figure 106. Furthermore, contrary to the applicant's argument 
that none of the references of the prior art show a coating formed so that it is "evenly 
settled on and around the light emitter within the cavity", Figure 106 of Komoto shows a 
fluorescent coating (FL) that is formed with an even thickness on top of and on the sides 
of the light emitter (2900). 

Therefore the rejection of claims 1-13 is maintained. 



Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sharlene Leurig whose telephone number is (703)305- 
4745. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Fhday, 8:30am- 
5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimesh Patel can be reached on (703)305-4794. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)308- 
0956. 

Sharlene Leurig 

September 10, 2003 J . ^ 





